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DETAILED ACTION 
Oath/Declaration 

1. The oath is defective: Non-initialed and/or non-dated alterations have been made 
to the oath or declaration. See 37 CFR 1 .52(c). 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1,4-6, 12,15-17,23 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sibley Jr. (Hereafter Sibley, US PAT 4,677,552) in view of Martyn 
(US PAT 6,195,647). 

Sibley discloses: 

Re Claiml: A method for protecting against manipulation in a data processing 
system (see Fig 4) for trading stocks (see column 3, lines 1-5), the method 
comprising: receiving a first trade order (i.e. a plurality of user terminals, see 
column 3, lines 6-12) to be executed in real-time (see column 7, lines 16-27) 

outside of exchange trading hours (i.e. via satellite system see column 4, lines 

64-67, which can be accessed at any time) from a first user; receiving a second 
trade order to be executed in real-time outside of exchange trading hours from a 
second user; assigning (i.e. via central exchange host, see column 3, lines 42- 
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60) a first identifier to the first trade order (see column 3, lines 4-12), the first 
identifier uniquely identifying the first user; assigning a second identifier to the 
second trade order(i.e. plurality of users through local exchanges), the identifier 
uniquely identifying the second user; and comparing the first and second 
identifiers to control the trading of stocks (i.e. via central exchange host, see 
column 3, lines 42- 60). 

Sibley discloses the claimed invention as stated supra except that user being 
institutional instead of non-institutional. Martyn shows that non-institutional user 
is an equivalent entity known in the prior art (see column 3, lines 45-47). 
Therefore, because these two entities were art-recognized equivalents at the 
time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it 
obvious to substitute non-institutional instead of institutional. 

Further Sibley does not teach comparing the first and second identifiers to control 
trading of stocks. However, it is noted that Sibley completes the establishment of 
each trade transaction through transmission of transaction confirmation by 
central exchange host (see column7, lines 21-29). 

Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

invention was made to have first and second identifiers to control trading of "" 

stocks to prevent manipulation. 
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Re Claim 4: The method, wherein the identifier is the social security, number of 
the user. Sibley discloses a password to identify each user (see column 6, line 
19), he does not explicitly disclose that the identifier is a social security number. 
However this difference is only found in nonfunctional descriptive material and is 
not functionally involved in the steps recited. The identification would be 
performed the same regardless of the types of codes. Thus, this descriptive 
material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of 
patentability, see In re Gulack, 703F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401,404 (Fed. 
Cir.1983); In re Lowery, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have identified the users with any type of 
identifier numbers in the method taught by Sibley because such data does not 
functionally and patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 
Re Claim 5: The method wherein the identifier is derived from the social security 
number of the user. Sibley discloses a password to identify each user (see 
column 6, line 19), he does not explicitly disclose that the identifier is a social 
security number. However this difference is only found in nonfunctional 
descriptive material and is not functionally involved in the steps recited. The 
identification would be performed the same regardless of the types of codes. 

Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the' 

prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 
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USPQ 401,404 (Fed. Cir.1983); In re Lowery, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 
(Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have identified the users with any type of 
identifier numbers in the method taught by Sibley because such data does not 
functionally and patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 
Re Claim 6: The method of claim 1 , wherein the identifier is a combination of a 
code derived from the user's broker-dealer account number and code that 
identifies the user's broker-dealer. Sibley discloses a password to identify each 
user (see column 6, line 19), he does not explicitly disclose a combination of a 
code derived from the user's broker-dealer account number and code that 
identifies the user's broker-dealer. However this difference is only found in 
nonfunctional descriptive material and is not functionally involved in the steps 
recited. The identification would be performed the same regardless of the types 
of codes. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention 
from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703F.2d 1381 , 1385, 
217 USPQ 401,404 (Fed. Cir.1983); In re Lowery, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 
1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 

time the invention was made to have identified the users with any type of " 

identifier numbers and/or codes in the method taught by Sibley because such 
data does not functionally and patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 
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Re claim 12: A computer-readable medium containing instructions for controlling 
a data processing system (see Fig 4) to perform a method for protecting against 
manipulation in a data processing system for trading stocks, the method 
comprising: receiving a first trade order (i.e. a plurality of user terminals, see 
column 3, lines 6-12) to be executed in real-time (see column 7, lines 16-27) 
outside of exchange trading hours (i.e. via satellite system see column 4, lines 
64-67, which can be accessed at any time) from a first user; 
receiving a second trade order to be executed in real-time outside of exchange 
trading hours from a second user, assigning (i.e. via central exchange host, see 
column 3, lines 42- 60) a first identifier to the first trade order (see column 3, lines 
4-12), the first identifier uniquely identifying the first user; assigning a second 
identifier to the second trade order(i.e. plurality of users through local 
exchanges), the identifier uniquely identifying the second user; and comparing 
the first and second identifiers to control the trading of stocks (i.e. via central 
exchange host, see column 3, lines 42- 60). 

Sibley discloses the claimed invention as stated supra except that user being 
institutional instead of non-institutional. Martyn shows that non-institutional user 
is an equivalent entity known in the prior art (see column 3, lines 45-47). 
Therefore, because these two entities were art-recognized equivalents at the 

time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it 

obvious to substitute non-institutional instead of institutional. 
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Further Sibley does not teach comparing the first and second identifiers to control 
trading of stocks. However, it is noted that Sibley completes the establishment of 
each trade transaction through transmission of transaction confirmation by 
central exchange host (see column7, lines 21-29). 

Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have first and second identifiers to control trading of 
stocks to prevent manipulation. 

Re claim 15: The computer-readable medium wherein the identifier is the social 
security number of the user. Sibley discloses a password to identify each user 
(see column 6, line 19), he does not explicitly disclose that the identifier is a 
social security number. However this difference is only found in nonfunctional 
descriptive material and is not functionally involved in the steps recited. The 
identification would be performed the same regardless of the types of codes. 
Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the 
prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 
USPQ 401,404 (Fed. Cir.1983); In re Lowery, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 
(Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 

— time the invention was made to have identified the users with any type of 

identifier numbers in the method taught by Sibley because such data does not 
functionally and patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 
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Re claim 16: The computer-readable medium wherein the identifier is derived 
from the social security number of the user. . Sibley discloses a password to 
identify each user (see column 6, line 19); he does not explicitly disclose that the 
identifier is a social security number. However this difference is only found in 
nonfunctional descriptive material and is not functionally involved in the steps 
recited. The identification would be performed the same regardless of the types 
of codes. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention 
from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703F.2d 1381, 1385, 
217 USPQ 401,404 (Fed. Cir.1983); In re Lowery, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 
1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have identified the users with any type of 
identifier numbers in the method and system taught by Sibley because such data 
does not functionally and patentably distinguish the claimed invention. 

Re claim 17: The computer-readable medium wherein the identifier is a 
combination of a code derived from the user's broker-dealer account number and 
code that identifies the user's broker-dealer. Sibley discloses a password to 
identify each user (see column 6, line 19), he does not explicitly disclose a 
combination of a code derived from the user's broker-dealer account number and 
code that identifies the user's broker-dealer. However this difference is only 
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found in nonfunctional descriptive material and is not functionally involved in the 
steps recited. The identification would be performed the same regardless of the 
types of codes. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed 
invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703F.2d 
1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401,404 (Fed. Cir.1983); In re Lowery, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 
USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have identified the users with any type of 
identifier numbers and/or codes in the method and system taught by Sibley 
because such data does not functionally and patentably distinguish the claimed 
invention. 

Re Claim 23: An anti-manipulation system for a real-time (see column 7, lines 
16-27) computerized stock trading system, comprising: a receiving component 
configured to receive a first (see column 3, lines 6-12) and a second trade order 
outside of exchange trading hours from first and second users; a matching 
engine configured to match the received first and second trade orders and 
execute trades between matching trade orders in real-time between the users 
that placed the trade orders;. and an anti-manipulation component receiving the 
first and a second trade order and applying a unique identifier to each trade 
order, the unique identifiers uniquely identifying the user placing the trade order, 
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the anti-manipulation component comparing the unique identifiers of the first and 
second trade orders to determine market manipulation of the trading system 
when the two trade orders are determined to be matching trade orders. 

Sibley discloses the claimed invention as stated supra except that user being 
institutional instead of non-institutional. Martyn shows that non-institutional user 
is an equivalent entity known in the prior art (see column 3, lines 45-47). 
Therefore, because these two entities were art-recognized equivalents at the 
time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it 
obvious to substitute non-institutional instead of institutional. 

Further Sibley does not teach comparing the first and second identifiers to control 
trading of stocks. However, it is noted that Sibley completes the establishment of 
each trade transaction through transmission of transaction confirmation by 
central exchange host (see column7, lines 21-29). 

Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have first and second identifiers to control trading of 
stocks to prevent manipulation. 

Re claim 25: An anti-manipulation system for-protecting against market 
manipulation in a data processing system for trading stocks, comprising: means 
for receiving a first trade order to be executed in real-time (see column 7, lines 
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16-27) outside of exchange trading hours from a first user; means for receiving a 
second trade order to be executed in real-time outside of exchange trading hours 
from a second user; means for assigning a first identifier to the first trade order, 
the first identifier uniquely identifying the first user; means for assigning a second 
identifier to the second trade order, the identifier uniquely identifying the second 
user; and means for comparing the first and second identifiers to control the 
trading of stocks. 

Sibley discloses the claimed invention as stated supra except that user being 
institutional instead of non-institutional. Martyn shows that non-institutional user 
is an equivalent entity known in the prior art (see column 3, lines 45-47). 
Therefore, because these two entities were art-recognized equivalents at the 
time the invention was made, one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it 
obvious to substitute non-institutional instead of institutional. 

Further Sibley does not teach comparing the first and second identifiers to control 
trading of stocks. However, it is noted that Sibley completes the establishment of 
each trade transaction through transmission of transaction confirmation by 
central exchange host (see column7, lines 21-29). 

Therefore it would be. obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the"time of the 
invention was made to have first and second identifiers to control trading of 
stocks to prevent manipulation. 
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4. Claims 7 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sibley, Jr. 

Re claim7: A method for protecting against manipulation in a data processing 
system (see Fig 4) for trading stocks (see column 3, lines 1-5), the method 
comprising: receiving a first trade order from a first user (i.e. a plurality of user 
terminals, see column 3, lines 6-12); receiving a second trade order from a 
second user (i.e. a plurality of user terminals, see column 3, lines 6-12); 
assigning (i.e. via central exchange host, see column 3, lines 42- 60) a first 
identifier to the first trade order(see column 3, lines 4-7), the first identifier 
uniquely identifying the first user; assigning a second identifier to the second 
trade order(i.e. plurality of users through local exchanges, see column 3, lines 
10-12), the identifier uniquely identifying the second user; and comparing the first 
and second identifiers to control the trading of stocks (i.e. via central exchange 
host, see column 3, lines 42- 60). 

Sibley does not teach comparing the first and second identifiers to control trading 
of stocks. However, it is noted that Sibley completes the establishment of each 
trade transaction through transmission of transaction confirmation by central 
exchange host (see column7, lines 21 -29). 

Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill frfthe art at the time of the 

invention was made to have first and second identifiers to control trading of 
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stocks to prevent manipulation and safely allows users in one exchange to trade 
with users who are members of other exchanges around the world. 

Re claim 18: A computer-readable medium containing instructions for controlling 
a data processing system (see Fig 4) to perform a method for protecting against 
manipulation in a data processing system for trading stocks, the method 
comprising: receiving a first trade order from a first user (i.e. a plurality of user 
terminals, see column 3, lines 6-12); receiving a second trade order from a 
second user (i.e. a plurality of user terminals, see column 3, lines 6-12); 
assigning(i.e. via central exchange host, see column 3, lines 42- 60) a first 
identifier to the first trade order(see column 3, lines 4-7), the first identifier 
uniquely identifying the first user; assigning a second identifier to the second 
trade order(i.e. plurality of users through local exchanges, see column 3, lines 
10-12), the identifier uniquely identifying the second user; and comparing the first 
and second identifiers to control the trading of stocks (i.e. via central exchange 
host, see column 3, lines 42- 60). 

Sibley does not disclose that the users from the remote terminals are non- 
institutional users. However, the specific of the user does not patentably 
distinguish the claimed method steps. 

.. Therefor it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

invention was made to have any type of users in method taught by Sibley 
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because the subjective interpretation of the users does not patentably distinguish 
the claimed invention. 

Further Sibley does not teach comparing the first and second identifiers to control 
trading of stocks. However, it is noted that Sibley completes the establishment of 
each trade transaction through transmission of transaction confirmation by 
central exchange host (see column7, lines 21-29). 

Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have first and second identifiers to control trading of 
stocks to prevent manipulation and safely allows users in one exchange to trade 
with users who are members of other exchanges around the world. 

5. Claims 2,3,1 3 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sibley in view of Martyn as applied to claims 1 and 12 above, further in view of 
Wagner (US PAT 4,903,201 ). 

Re Claim 2: Neither Sibley nor Martyn discloses: The method further 

including: rejecting the trade if the first identifier is the same as the second 

identifier. 

Wager discloses the concept of having a compliance system (see column 7, lines 
47-52 and Fig1) that receives data (i.e. trade data) from a central computer of 

trading system (see column 7,-lines 47-52 and Figt) and check that data to see if 

it meets predetermined limits. Wager further discloses a comparator (see column 
1 1 , lines 50-55) that looks at memory (see column 1 1 , line 50) to compare signal 
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codes received with a stored trader (i.e. user) and contract file code. Wager 
further discloses identifying trade order (see column 1 1 , lines 59-61 ) which 
determines whether the transaction is a new order. 

Thus it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the matching system of Sibley and Martyn to 
include the compliance and trade identifying unit taught by Wager in order to 
detect illegal trade practices or trade patterns which would adversely affect 
commodity market. 

Re Claim 3: Neither Sibley nor Martyn discloses: The method further including: 
identifying the trade if the first identifier is the same as the second identifier. 
Wager discloses the concept of having a compliance system (see column 7, lines 
47-52 and Fig1) that receives data (i.e. trade data) from a central computer of 
trading system (see column 7, lines 47-52 and Fig1 ) and check that data to see if 
it meets predetermined limits. Wager further discloses a comparator (see column 
1 1 , lines 50-55) that looks at memory (see column 1 1 , line 50) to compare signal 
codes received with a stored trader (i.e. user) and contract file code. Wager 
further discloses identifying trade order (see column 1 1 , lines 59-61 ), which 
determines whether the transaction is a new order. 

- - - - -Thus it would be obvious to one of Ordinary skill in the arTat the time the 

invention was made to modify the matching system of Sibley and Martyn to 
include the compliance and trade identifying unit taught by Wager in order to 
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detect illegal trade practices or trade patterns which would adversely affect 
commodity market. 



Re claim 13: Neither Sibley nor Martyn discloses: The computer-readable 
medium (see Fig 4) further including: rejecting the trade if the first identifier is the 
same as the second identifier. 

Wager discloses the concept of having a compliance system (see column 7, lines 
47-52 and Fig1 ) that receives data (i.e. trade data) from a central computer of 
trading system (see column 7, lines 47-52 and Fig1) and check that data to see if 
it meets predetermined limits. Wager further discloses a comparator (see column 
1 1 , lines 50-55) that looks at memory (see column 1 1 , line 50) to compare signal 
codes received with a stored trader (i.e. user) and contract file code. Wager 
further discloses identifying trade order (see column 1 1 , lines 59-61 ), which 
determines whether the transaction is a new order. 

Thus it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the matching system of Sibley and Martyn to 
include the compliance and trade identifying unit taught by Wager in order to 
detect illegal trade practices or trade patterns which would adversely affect 
commodity market. 
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Re claim 14: Neither Sibley nor Martyn discloses: The computer-readable 
medium (see Fig 4), further including: identifying the trade if the first identifier is 
the same as the second identifier. 

Wager discloses the concept of having a compliance system (see column 7, lines 
47-52 and Fig1 ) that receives data (i.e. trade data) from a central computer of 
trading system (see column 7, lines 47-52 and Fig1) and check that data to see if 
it meets predetermined limits. Wager further discloses a comparator (see column 
1 1 , lines 50-55) that looks at memory (see column 1 1 , line 50) to compare signal 
codes received with a stored trader (i.e. user) and contract file code. Wager 

r 

further discloses identifying trade order (see column 1 1 , lines 59-61 ), which 
determines whether the transaction is a new order. 

Thus it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the matching system of Sibley and Martyn to 
include the compliance and trade identifying unit taught by Wager in order to 
detect illegal trade practices or trade patterns which would adversely affect 
commodity market. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 

the examiner should be directed to Arikeeta Shah whose telephone number is 

(703) 305-0853. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30AM - 
5:00PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, HYUNG SOUGH can be reached on (703) 308-0505. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding 
is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
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